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1 )M Responsive to communication(s) filed on 09 December 2005 . 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1, 3, 5, 7, 8-10, 12-16, 18-24, 27-31, 33, 36, 39-50, 52, 53, 55, 56, 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Collins et al. in view of 
Sakakibara et al. [US 4,681,712]. 

Regarding claims 1,13, 27, 28, 33, 43, Collins et al. disclose an electromagnetic 
interference (EMI) shield [14] comprising: a waveguide body including an array of 
waveguide cells [18] each having a contiguous inner surface; and an absorbing layer 
[column 2, lines 60-61] covering at least a portion of each contiguous inner surfaces and 
capable of absorbing electromagnetic radiation over a select frequency range [column 
3, line 29-34]. 

Collins et al. disclose the claimed invention except for wherein the absorbing 
layer including an epoxy resin with particles having high magnetic loss tangent. 

Sakakihara et al. teaches wherein an absorbing coating/layer including epoxy 
resin with particles is applied on the surface of a molding product [column 2, line 51 +]. 

Collins et al. and Sakakibara et al. are analogous art because they are from the 
same field of endeavor to make molding products. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to incorporate the teachings of Sakakibara et al. with the product of 
Collins et al. for the purpose of providing a function to absorb electromagnetic waves. 

Regarding claims 3, 15, 36, 53, Collins et al. disclose wherein each waveguide 
cell has a circular cross-section [figures 2-3]. 

Regarding claims 5, 14, Collins et al. disclose wherein the absorber layer covers 
the entire contiguous inner surface [column 3, lines 3-17]. 

Regarding claims 7, 29, 30, Collins et al. and Sakakibara et al. disclose that the 
resistivity of the absorber layer is about the claimed range. 

Regarding claims 8, 39, 40, Collins et al. disclose wherein the waveguide body is 
formed of an insulating material [column 3, lines 3-17]. 

Regarding claims 10, 18, Collins et al. disclose wherein the wherein the select 
frequency range includes frequencies in the megahertz (MHz) range and the gigahertz 
(GHz) range [column 3, lines 29-34]. 

Regarding claims 19, 20, 21, 31, 46, 47, 52, 55, 56, Collins et al. disclose a 
computer [figure 3] comprising a metal chassis [10] having an aperture [not explicitly 
numbered], the chassis adapted to enclose portions of the computer that generates 
heat and EMI over a select range [a computer which having at least one electronic 
components such as a CPU chip]; and an EMI waveguide shield [14] fixed to the 
chassis and covering the aperture, the EMI waveguide shield including an array of 
waveguide cells [18] each having a contiguous inner surface and an absorber layer 
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[column 2, lines 60-61] covering at least a portion of each contiguous inner surface, the 
absorber layer capable of absorbing the EMI. 

Collins et al. disclose the claimed invention except for wherein the absorbing 
layer including an epoxy resin with particles having high magnetic loss tangent. 

Sakakihara et al. teaches wherein an absorbing coating/layer including epoxy 
resin with particles is applied on the surface of a molding product [column 2, line 51 +]. 

Collins et al. and Sakakibara et al. are analogous art because they are from the 
same field of endeavor to make molding products. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to incorporate the teachings of Sakakibara et al. with the product of 
Collins et al. for the purpose of providing a function to absorb electromagnetic waves. 

Regarding claim 22, Collins et al. disclose wherein the waveguide shield includes 
a body formed from an insulator [column 2, lines 55+]. 

Regarding claims 23, 24, the method steps are necessitated by the apparatus 
discloses by Collins et al. and Sakakibara et al. 

Regarding claims 9, 12, 16, 19, 39-42, 44, 45, 48-50, Collins et al. and 
Sakakibara et al. disclose the claimed invention except for the specific material used. 

It is old and well known in the technology to use or have more than one type(s) of 
material as insulating materials depend upon the material characteristic. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to a specific material for manufacturing a product, since it has been 
held to be within the general skill of a worker in the art to select a known material on the 
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basis of its suitability for the intended use as a matter of engineering choice. In re 
Leshin, 125 USPQ416. 

Regarding claim 34, Collins et al. disclose the claimed invention except for the 
specific dimension of the apertures. 

It is old and well known in the technology to provide a specific dimension for a 
component(s) to meet its functional specification. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made use a specified dimension, since such a modification would have 
been involved a mere change in the size of a component. A change in size is generally 
recognized as being within the level of ordinary skill in the art. In re Rose, 105 USPQ 
237 (CCPA1955). 

Claims 2, 4, 15, 35, 12 and 54 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Collins et al. and Sakakibara et al. in view of Mitchell [6,426,459]. 

Regarding claims 2, 12 and 54, Collins et al. and Sakakibara et al. disclose the 
instant claimed invention except for: each waveguide cells having a polygonal 
crosssection, and the shield being formed of a metallic material. 

Mitchell discloses a waveguide shield [10] formed of metal having polygonal 
shape cells. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
invention was made to use the shield design of Mitchell for the shield design of Collins 
et al. for the purpose of improving ventalation. 
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Regarding claims 4, 15, 35 and 54, Collins et al. as modified by Mitchell does not 
discloses the specific claimed shaped. However, it would have been obvious to modify 
Collins et al. as modified by Mitchell by having a specific shapes cell with different type 
of configurations since applicant have presented no explanation that these particular 
configurations of the cells are significant or are anything more than one of numerous 
configurations a person of ordinary skill in the art would find obvious for the purpose of 
providing a cross section between the two walls. A change in shape is generally 
recognizing as being within the level of ordinary skill in the art. In re Dailey, 149 USPQ 
47 (CCPA 19760). 

Claims 1 1, 50, 57-61 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Collins et al. and Sakakibara et al. as applied to claims 1 13, 19, 23, 27 and 46 
above, and further in view of Applicant Admitted Prior Art; AAPA hereinafter. 

Regarding claims 1 1, 50, 57-61, Collins et al. and Sakakibara et al. discloses the 
claimed invention except for the material used is a C-RAM-type. 

AAPA disclose a suitable material for absorber layer is called C-RAM. 

Collins et al. and Sakakibara et al. and AAPA are analogous art because they 
are from the same field of providing EMI capability. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to use the material as suggested by AAPA with Collins et al., as 
modified, for the purpose of achieving and/or controlling the a specified range of 
frequencies. 
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Claims 6, 17, 25, 32, 51 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Collins et al. and Sakakibara et al. in view of Clement et al. [US 
6,809,254]. 

Collins et al. and Sakakibara et al. disclose the claimed invention except for the 
thickness of the absorbing layer is between .025 mm and .25 mm 

Clement et al. disclose an electronics enclosure having an interior shielding 
comprising a shielding layer [14] having a thickness between .025 mm and .25 mm 

Collins et al., Sakakibara et al. and Clement et al. are analogous art because 
they are from the same field of endeavor to make products with EMI shielding capability. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to use an absorbing layer having a thickness between .025 mm 
and .25 mm as teach by Clement et al. with Collins et al., as modified, to effectively 
providing EMI shielding. 

Claim 26 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Collins 
et al., as modified, in view of Pierce [US 5,431,974]. 

Regarding claim 26, Collins et al., as modified, disclose the claimed invention 
except for using screws to attach the shielding to the chassis would have been obvious 
in order to securely mounted the shield thereto. 

Pierce teaches that it is known to use screws, bolts and the like with an 
electromagnetic radiation shielding filter assembly [column 3, line 20-22]. 

Collins et al., as modified, and Pierce are analogous art because they are from 
the same field of endeavor. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to use the teachings of Pierce with Collins et al., as modified, to 
facilitate the attachment of the shielding assembly to a surface. 



Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-61 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Thanh S. Phan whose telephone number is 571-272- 
2109. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9:00-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kamand Cuneo can be reached on 571-272-1957. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contaei the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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